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　 It is my great pleasure to participate in the 40th Anniversary Symposium of the 
Center for American Studies in Nazan University.  Following Professor 
Kawashima Masaki’s excellent opening remarks, four thought-provoking lectures 
were presented by those who represent the four major academic institutes of 
American Studies in Japan: Professor Nishizaki Fumiko of the Center of Pacific 
and American Studies, The University of Tokyo, Professor Oshio Kazuto of the 
Institute of American and Canadian Studies, Sophia University, Professor 
Matsubara Hiroyuki of the Institute of American Studies, Rikkyo University and 
Professor Engetsu Katsuhiro of the International Institute of American Studies, 
Doshisha University.  These established scholars set a stimulating tone for the 
entire symposium, raising interesting questions and urging all the participants to 
take a fresh look at the field of American studies.  The panel discussion by three 
young researchers, Yamanaka Mishio, Ph.D. candidate, the University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill, Masaki Sho, designated assistant professor, Nagoya 
University and Tsukamoto Emi of Toyota International Association, was lively 
and imaginative, making us feel that the future of American studies in Japan is 
promising.  In what follows, I would like to make a brief comment on each lecture 
or presentation in order to reiterate some of the important themes treated in this 
symposium and share some of my own thoughts on the past, present and future of 
American studies.
　 In his opening remarks Professor Kawashima gave us a historical overview of 
Japan-U.S. relations and the role Japanese Americanists played or tried to play in 
different phases.  He pointed out that there were two groups in the pre-war period
―the official and diplomatic pro-British group, on the one hand, and on the other, 
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the right-wing pan-Asian group who showed some superficial and wrong-headed 
empathy toward the oppressed in the world including African Americans.1  One of 
the lessons we should learn from this history, as I see it, is that Japanese 
Americanists who studied in the U.S. in the 1910s and 1920s and became pioneers 
in American Studies, lecturing on the American Constitution, history and literature 
in Japan’s major universities, could not prevent Japan from taking its self-
destructive course in history, namely its two-way war against China and the U.S.
　 Was it because pre-war Americanists who came to maturity during the so called 
“Taisho Democracy”2 somehow misinterpreted the situation in an overly 
optimistic way? Or did their academic voice, so to speak, come to be silenced 
entirely when militarists and anti-Chinese or anti-American public sentiments and 
their pent-up frustrations in face of the economic downfall starting in 1929 
became too strong?
　 Referring to the current situation, Professor Kawashima tells us that:
 1. Kawashima mentions Mitsukawa Kametaro, “a right-wing nationalist, who attempted to 
contact Marcus Garvey, a leading post-WWI Black nationalist” in his opening remarks. See 
Kawashima Masaki, “From Dependency to Collaboration toward a More Global Society: The 
Struggles of Japanese Researchers in the Field of American Studies, from Pre-WWII to the 
Present,”  Abstracts of Symposium for the 40 th  Anniversary of the Center for American Studies, 
Nanzan University ,  July 2 , (Nagoya: Center for American Studies, Nanzan University, 2016): 6. 
The proceedings of this symposium will be cited hereafter as  Abstracts of Symposium .
 2. The period after World War I in Japan was the era of the so-called “Taisho Democracy” 
(the term coined by Dr. Yoshino Sakuzo, professor of law and political theory who wrote many 
articles promoting the development of a liberal and social democratic tradition in Japan after 
traveling extensively in the West), when interest in democracy as a form of government 
deepened. The tax qualification for voting was reduced, enfranchising more voters, and 
eventually eliminated in 1925. Some intellectuals, including university professors, felt an 
urgent need for American studies, which would contribute both to the improvement of the 
Japanese-American relationship and to the establishment of democracy in Japan. The first 
institutional response to this urgent need for American studies was the establishment of the 
Hepburn chair of the American Constitution, History and Diplomacy at Tokyo University. This 
first university chair for American studies in Japan was endowed by Alonzo Barton Hepburn, 
chairman of the Board of the Chase National Bank, who felt it necessary to improve the 
Japanese-American relationship. Early in 1919 Takagi Yasaka was appointed as the first holder 
of the Hepburn chair and was sent to the United States. After his return to Japan, he started his 
lectureship as Hepburn Professor in January, 1924. If Takagi was a pioneer in the field of 
American history, Takagaki Matsuo was one of the first university professors who made a full-
fledged study of the history of American literature. Takagaki studied at University of Chicago 
from 1920 to 1922. After his return to Japan he started lecturing on American literature as 
professor of the Faculty of Literature, Rikkyo University. For more details, see Maekawa 
Reiko, “American Studies in Japan: A Brief Overview,”  Mulberry 38 (Aichi: Bulletin of 
English Department, Aichi Prefectural University, 1989): 15 ― 24.
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The Abe administration decided to change its interpretation of Article 9 of the 
Constitution to prepare for the possible military clash with neighboring countries 
over territorial and nuclear issues.  What concerns the Prime Minister most is China 
as the hegemonic power in this region.  It seems to me our prime minister is seeking 
a dependency on U.S. military power that is shrewder than that of his grandfather, 
Kishi Nobusuke and his predecessor, Yoshida Shigeru.  Although Abe will not 
openly discuss this, this issue is the main theme of the current national election 
campaign of the House of Councilors in Japan.3
As I understand it, Professor Kawashima sees Abe’s attempt to reinterpret and 
eventually amend Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution, which outlaws both war 
as a means to settle international disputes and the maintenance of armed forces4, is 
a subtle re-staging of his grandfather Kishi Nobusuke’s essentially rightwing and 
yet seemingly pro-American post-war security policy.  Kishi came back to the 
political scene after being detained at Sugamo Prison as a “Class A” war crimes 
suspect because of his activities in Manchuria as well as his record as a war-time 
minister under the Tojo administration, and served as Japan’s Prime Minister from 
1957 to 1960, when he signed the U.S.-Japan security treaty.
　 There has been a continuing debate over whether Japan should amend its 
current Constitution which came into effect on May 3, 1947 under the Allied 
Occupation, but despite the Liberal Democratic Party’s repeated attempts to 
scratch Article 9, it did not become a serious issue until the Abe administration 
openly declared that it intends to amend the Constitution to make it more suited to 
the tradition and spirit of Japan without telling explicitly that it will scratch Article 
9.
　 I do not want to make a simplistic comparison between the pre-war situation 
and now.  But China’s ascendancy as Asia’s most powerful economic and military 
power and Japan’s decline as an economic power are making many people 
psychologically drawn to the kind of strong rhetoric Abe is using.  Actually anti-
 3. Kawashima, “From Dependency to Collaboration toward a More Global Society,” 
 Abstracts of Symposium : 9.
 4. The full English translation of Article 9 is:
  “Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese 
people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as 
means of settling international disputes. 
  In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as 
well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state will 
not be recognized.” 
  See: Ministry of Justice, Japan. The Constitution of Japan. Translated by Japanese Law 
Translation. http://www.japaneselawtranslation.go.jp/law/detail/?id=174 (accessed September 
29, 2016). 
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foreign nationalistic feelings seem to be on the rise as some of hate speeches 
against Koreans in Japan testify.  This kind of insular and nationalistic frame of 
mind on the part of Japanese might trigger a potential divide between the structure 
of feelings and sentiments between the Japanese and other peoples in the world, 
including Americans.  At the same time, Abe’s rhetoric of amending Article 9 in 
order to be a better partner for the U.S. in case of military contingencies in the 
world makes some people, including business leaders and some intellectuals, 
support his view even though they are not so crazy about his nationalistic tone.  In 
the meantime, in Okinawa where American military bases are heavily 
concentrated, there is a widespread anti-American feelings coupled with anger 
toward the current central government which is trying to build up Okinawa as the 
main defense line in case of territorial disputes.
　 Current U.S.-Japan relations from the top down are heavily military-oriented 
while the formal and informal cultural dialogues between American and Japanese 
diplomats, politicians and scholars are limited due to budgetary concerns and the 
lack of aspiration on both sides.  Kawashima observes that “Since the end of the 
Cold War, the position of Japan has decreased its importance to the United States 
to be compared to that of China.  It is obvious that the U.S. government was 
determined to end public diplomacy at least in Japan.”5  I think Professor 
Kawashima is implicitly expressing his sense of urgency and asking us to think 
seriously about our responsibility as intellectuals specializing in the field of 
American Studies.  His comment that “Americanists on both sides of the Pacific 
need to build an alternative alliance from the ground up, one that is based on 
honesty and an equal partnership”6 is impressive.  I appreciate Professor 
Kawashima’s soul-searching opening remarks which are critical, reflective and 
constructive.
　 Professor Nishizaki’s illuminating paper reminds us how you and I, as scholars, 
have to be conscious of and accountable for our point of view or perspective and 
the context in which we address a particular issue.  By heeding E. H. Carr’s 
famous statement that “when we take up a work of history, our first concern 
should be not with the facts which it contains but with the historian who wrote it”, 
Professor Nishizaki started her overview of the historiography of American 
diplomatic history by telling us that she aspired to be a historian in the age of 
Vietnam War.  Here we are reminded of how Professor Kawashima referred to 
“some radicalized Japanese students influenced by ‘new left’ historians who 
began to appear on the scene in response to the rising Civil Rights Movement and 
anti-Vietnam War movement in the U.S. in the 1960s.”7  Interestingly Professor 
 5. Kawashima, “From Dependency to Collaboration toward a More Global Society,” 
 Abstracts of Symposium : 10.
 6. Ibid.
 7. Ibid., 4.
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Nishizaki recalled how, as a young scholar, she tried to get rid of the sense of 
unequal relations between the U.S. and Japan by setting her study outside this 
framework and consciously avoiding the study of U.S.-Japan relations.  So I can 
see that her contrariness or “amanojaku”8 started early in her career.  She questions 
and ponders on the kind of orthodoxy or current trends accepted by an academic 
circle.  For example, she questions Thomas Zeiler’s optimistic evaluation of the 
state of the field of diplomatic history in his 2009 article entitled “The Diplomatic 
History Bandwagon: A State of the Field.”9  Here, Zeiler suggests that the 
diversification of methodology as well as the fact that researchers are now making 
use of archive centers all over the world is a promising sign.  Professor Nishizaki 
wonders whether the diversification of methodology alone will lead to the 
revitalization of American diplomatic history.  She also doubts that visiting 
archives all over the world will automatically help researchers overcome the 
narrowness of their perspective.
　 Professor Nishizaki, from her own recent experience as a chairperson of the 
committee consisting of a variety of area studies scholars, tells us that we should 
broaden our perspective and turn away from our tendency to look at things within 
the American perspective by listening to and learning from other area-study 
scholars like middle-Eastern specialists or Asian specialists.  She also reminds us 
that the present age of globalization, is at the same time an “age of fracture” as the 
title of Daniel T. Rodger’s 2011 book10 aptly expresses.  The academy’s interest in 
transnational history or international history should not blind us, as Professor 
Nishizaki warns us, to a deepening anxiety about a borderless world.  Certainly 
the anti-immigrant rhetoric of the current U.S. presidential candidate, Donald J. 
Trump, draws on that anxiety.  Professor Nishizaki’s emphasis on the importance 
of the historian’s continued search for his or her perspective and context is 
important indeed for American Studies scholars, both young and old.
　 Professor Oshio gave us an interesting glimpse into two areas of his interest, 
namely the institutional history of Sophia University’s Institute of American and 
Canadian Studies which was founded in 1987 by the merger of two on-campus 
facilities and the converging and diverging trends of the art history in the U.S. and 
Canada.  He tries to connect those two stories in his attempt to explore past, 
present and future of North American studies.  He told us a detailed and 
fascinating story of one transnational and comparative attempt by art historians 
 8. “Amanojaku” is the Japanese term meaning contrariness or a contrary person who does 
not easily agree with what others have to say. See Nishizaki Fumiko, “Practicing American 
Studies in an ‘Age of Fracture’: In Search of Context,”  Abstracts of Symposium : 16.
 9. Thomas W. Zeiler, “The Diplomatic History Bandwagon: A State of the Field,”  Journal 
of American History , 95 (2009): 1053 ― 1073. Mentioned in Nishizaki’s paper.
 10. Daniel T. Rodgers,  Age of Fracture (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2011). 
Mentioned in Nishizaki’s paper.
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and curators.  The scene of this transnational endeavor is the 2009 art exhibition 
entitled “Expanding Horizons: Painting and Photography of American and 
Canadian Landscape 1860―1918” organized by Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. 
Professor Oshio examined similarities and differences between American and 
Canadian depictions of nature, Indians, railroads in their respective landscape 
paintings of the same period.
　 This kind of comparative and transnational approach in the discipline of art 
history has, according to Oshio, a greater implication for the future of North 
American Studies.  He suggests that North American Studies can “break up the 
traditional and largely self-referential view of national cultures” and get away 
from “U.S. traditional self-conception of ‘American exceptionalism,’” by 
introducing a more comparative and transnational approach shown in the example 
in art history.11  In the end, Professor Oshio calls for a kind of balancing act on the 
part of American and Canadian studies scholars by combining comparative and 
transnational approach with national and identity-based approach.  His emphasis 
on the importance of overlapping and interdependence not only in the area of 
politics, economics and diplomacy but also in the field of culture and art will lead 
us to yet another exploration of area studies in general.
　 Professor Matsubara of Rikkyo University pays attention to the current state of 
American historiography after the so called “cultural turn.” With the current 
global economic and political instability, after a brief self-congratulating mood 
and the turn of the 20th century, now there is a shift back to hard reality such as 
economics, politics and national security.  However, Professor Matsubara argues 
that the renewed attention to “‘cultural’ process is crucial to enrich and fully 
develop the study of capitalism” as cultural dimensions disclose modern American 
society’s “on-going, sometimes even unsettled process of history.”12  Just in 
passing I want to mention that the historiography of American history seems to 
shift from one direction to another as it reflects the nature of American society and 
more specifically American capitalism.  I think there is an interesting parallel 
between the willfulness of historiography and that of capitalism.  Professor 
Matsubara’s argument for the revitalization of cultural history, which is deemed 
out of fashion now, is apt and appropriate if we wish to rediscover the dynamics 
of American society.  I feel that we should not follow too faithfully each 
historiographic turn taken by Americanists in the U.S. and I would like to 
encourage younger scholars to stick to one field of inquiry at least for a while 
instead of trying to catch up with all the scholarly trends.
 11. Oshio Kazuto, “(Recent) Past, Present and (Near) Future of North American Studies: A 
Perspective from the Institute of American & Canadian Studies, Sophia University,”  Abstracts 
of Symposium : 37 ― 38.
 12. Matsubara Hiroyuki, “‘The Cultural Turn’ and the American History in the 21st 
Century,”  Abstracts of Symposium : 44.
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　 Professor Engetsu of Doshisha University humorously tells us the providential 
coincidence that the International Institute of American Studies of his university 
and he himself were born in the same year, in 1958.  In this autobiographic vein, 
he tells us that “When I used to be young and challenging, American studies at my 
university used to be as young and challenging.  As I am getting old and my life is 
getting complicated, American studies is also getting old, and its roles are getting 
complicated.”13  First he gives us a brief overview of the unique history of his 
university whose founder, Neesima Joe, was the first Japanese who obtained an 
academic degree in the United States.  To some extent Doshisha was modeled 
after Neesima’s alma mater, Amherst College in Massachusetts, and one of its 
missions is to “promote internationalism.” The history of Doshisha’s International 
Institute of American Studies was closely connected with the history of the Kyoto 
Summer Seminars launched in 1951.  As Professor Engetsu tells us, “The purpose 
of the Kyoto Summer Seminars was to promote American Studies in Japan when 
the United States and Japan had yet to understand each other in order to create a 
new democratic world out of postwar confusions.”14  He also suggests that the 
very success of “the International Institute of American Studies, which was 
regarded at Doshisha University as a group of experimental and anti-establishment 
scholars who transgressed academic boundaries, and proposed new approaches to 
new fields ‘where angels feared to tread,’”15 resulted in the proliferation of other 
interdisciplinary institutions, somehow overshadowing its very unique status.  He 
does not talk about budget concerns, but I assume that there is a competition 
among different area study groups and different interdisciplinary research centers. 
Apart from this kind of administrative concern, Professor Engetsu urges us to 
ponder on such questions as “What is the definition of American studies in global 
society? How should we guarantee the benchmarks of the academic qualities of 
the discipline of American studies in popular society?” At the end, he assures us 
that “we shall overcome” many difficulties.16  Like him, I would like to believe in 
our capacity to be honest, wise and forward-looking, although I tend to be a 
pessimist.
　 Finally I would like to comment on each paper presented by young scholars. 
In her fascinating paper, Ms. Yamanaka told us two challenges she faced while 
studying African American history at an American higher educational institution. 
First, she has to justify and explain her choice of the subject constantly to the 
faculty members and fellow students. “Studying African American history in the 
United States as an international student constantly pushes me to justify that my 
 13. Engetsu Katsuhiro, “Challenges and Changes: The Achievement of American Studies at 
Doshisha University,”  Abstracts of Symposium : 48.
 14. Ibid., 48 ― 49.
 15. Ibid., 49.
 16. Ibid., 56.
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academic interest is well suited to my passion and my career in American 
academia,” she tells us.  Secondly, she has to cross the bridge between academia 
and African American communities as she explains that “while studying African 
American history at a white majority institution such as the University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill, it is always challenging to cross the bridge between 
academia and African American communities through my research.”17
　 I want to make just one comment on the first dilemma.  It seems to me that the 
kind of expectations or stereotypes which university teachers, in the U.S., Japan 
and elsewhere, tend to have about international students’ proper areas of interest 
tells us more about the academic world’s narrow perspective.  There is a rather 
peculiar thinking―you assume that African Americans have the natural right to 
the knowledge and scholarship of their own race while Japanese students might be 
encouraged to work on the issues related to Japanese Americans or Japan-U.S. 
relations, for example.
　 Perhaps this way of thinking is better than the old Orientalist perspective that 
assumes that only the scholars of the West understand and analyze the peculiar 
characteristics of non-Western population.  Personally I think that the assumption 
that scholars can understand something close to their origin, nationality, gender, 
and class more sympathetically and accurately is wrong and counter-productive. 
In any case, Ms. Yamanaka wisely killed two birds with one stone.  By 
incorporating digital humanities and public history into her course of study, she 
justified her study of African Americans’ history and crossed the bridge between 
African American communities and academia.  In other words, she overcame a 
perception on the part of faculty members as well as her sense of distance from 
the subject by proving that she is a good scholar making use of different research 
tools.  She tells us that “It is equally important to consider what kinds of 
intellectual ties one wants to build as a scholar and find methodologies that will 
achieve this.  This can be achieved not only by incorporating one’s national 
identity to one’s research, but by learning new methodologies and disciplines.”18 
Ms. Yamanaka confidently tells us the task in front of her is very challenging and 
yet worthwhile.
　 Associate Professor Masaki Sho of Nagoya University tells us about a very 
interesting research area, namely his study of the history of the Bonin (or 
Ogasawara) Islands in the context of post-war U.S.-Japan relations.  He says that 
the Bonin Islands, one of the most bloody battle grounds of the Pacific War, are a 
historical crossroads of Japan and the U.S. and that is why he is studying the 
history of that island which happens to be located in a strategically important 
geographical area.  Just as Bonin Islands are a geographically important place, “At 
 17. Yamanaka Mishio, “Studying African American History in the United States as a 
Japanese Student,”  Abstracts of Symposium : 60 ― 61.
 18. Ibid., 67.
NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 38 / 2016 119
least for me the U.S. is a geographical field,”19 he tells us.  The study of the U.S., 
whether or not you call it American studies, is for him, a means to the end of 
understanding the U.S.-Japan relations.  I was intrigued and mildly refreshed by 
the way this young scholar dismisses our Hamlet-like self-questioning (such as 
“What is American Studies?” and “Who am I who calls oneself an American 
studies scholar) as simply a waste of time.  I am only guessing, but Masaki, as a 
representative of the younger generation, seems to feel that the older generation 
has too much sentimental attachment to the U.S., whether loving or hating it.  And 
his good-humored criticism is well-thought-out.  He cautions us against “trying to 
find universal values of humankind from one country” as it “narrows one’s 
horizon.”20  But there is also a note of personal feeling when he says that “I lost 
my great-grandfather during the Pacific War.  I do think that the two countries 
should never repeat this history, and it is my greatest motivation to study their 
relation.”21  He is a bit ambivalent about being called an Americanist, but his 
family history as well as his own professional identity as a diplomatic historian 
seems to compel him to work on U.S.-Japan relations.
　 Finally Dr. Tsukamoto of the Toyota International Association tells us how she 
studied racism in the U.S. and the housing laws which tried to redress racial 
discriminations and how her study is closely related to what she is doing now as a 
member of a non-profit organization.  And she tells us how she makes the most of 
what she studied at Nanzan University about racism and housing segregation in 
American cities while tackling the difficult task of serving as a bridge between 
Japanese institutions such as schools and foreign residents.  In Toyota City, the 
hometown of the Toyota Motor Corporation and many of their suppliers, 
Tsukamoto is trying to work with Portuguese-speaking Japanese-Brazilians and 
their spouses and children.  She argues that American Studies is so important for 
herself and for Japan as “the U.S. has a long history of receiving diverse 
immigrants, whether forced or voluntary, and the country has been accumulating 
experience and wisdom.”22  Her assessment of the importance of American studies 
comes from her own experience and I can see that she is not making any 
philosophical argument.  Her paper makes me come back to Professor 
Kawashima’s suggestion that we need “an alternative alliance from the ground 
up.”
　 I do not know if my comments helped you in any meaningful way, but I would 
like to close my comment here as what Albert Einstein said in 1955 suddenly 
 19. Masaki Sho, “Can American Studies Stand Alone and is it Stand-alone?”  Abstracts of 
Symposium : 73.
 20. Ibid., 72.
 21. Ibid., 73.
 22. Tsukamoto Emi, “Now and Future: Why American Studies are More Important Now for 
Japan than Ever Before,”  Abstracts of Symposium : 78.
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comes to my mind: “It is tasteless to prolong life artificially.  I have done my 
share, it’s time to go.”
